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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is a response to communications dated 10/12/07. Claims 1-3, 6, 
19-20, 29-30, 32-35, 38, 51-52, 61-62, 64-67, 70, 83-83, 93-95, 97-99, 102, 114-115 
and 124-125 are pending in the application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement filed 1 1/08/07 complies with the provisions of 
37 CFR 1 .97, 1 .98 and MPEP § 609. It has been considered and placed in the 
application file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6, 19-20, 29-30, 32-35, 38, 51-52, 61-62, 64-67, 70, 83-83, 93-95, 97- 
99, 102, 114-115 and 124-125 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claims 1-3, 6, 19-20, 29-30 and 32, the claims commonly recite the terms 
"an edge switch" in numerous places, i.e., lines 3, 5 and 12 and "one switch" in line 7 of 
base claim 1 . It is unclear whether the term refers to the same element. In addition, the 
term "them", twice recited on line 3, is vague. It is unclear what "them" refers to. In 
addition, "a switch" is again recited on line 3 of claim 29. 
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As per claims 33-35, 38, 51-52, 61-62 and 64, the claims commonly recite the 
terms "an edge switch" twice on line 6 and "a switch" on line 2 and 8 of base claim 33. 
It is unclear whether the terms refer to the same element. 

As per claims 65-67, 70, 83-84 and 93-95, the claims commonly recite the terms 
"an edge switch" twice on line 8; "a switch" on line 2, and "two switches" on line 1 1 of 
base claim 65. It is unclear whether the terms refer to the same element. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-3, 6, 19, 29-30, 32-35, 38, 51-52, 61-62, 64-67, 70, 83-83, 93-95, 97- 
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99, 102, 114-115 and 124-125 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Valdevit et al (Patent Application Publication US 2002/0156918) 
(hereinafter "Valdevit") in view of Tech Note: Exploring Brodecade ISL Trunking, pages 
1-26, January 2002 (hereinafter "Tech Note"). 

Regarding claim 1, in accordance with Valdevit reference entirety, Valdevit 
discloses a method of routing a flow of frames for a core-edge switch configuration 
(Figs. 1-6) comprising: receiving at least one frame of the flow of frames at an edge 
switch of the core-edge switch configuration (Fig. 6; block 602 and paragraph [0063]); 
applying a process to select a route from said edge switch to a core switch for said at 
least one frame of the flow of frames to reduce frame traffic congestion in said core- 
edge switch configuration (Fig. 6; blocks 604-608 and paragraph [0063] and 
thereinafter); transmitting said at least one frame from an edge switch of the core-edge 
switch configuration (Fig. 6; block 610 and paragraph [0063]). It appears that Valdevit 
may not explicitly teach "to select a route through at least two switches forming the 
code-edge switch configuration." However, such limitation lacks thereof from Valdevit 
reference is well known and taught by the Tech Note. 

In an analogous art, the Tech Note teach inter-switch link (ISL) trunking (see 
Tech Note; page 3, Introduction), comprising, among other things, the limitation of "to 
select a route through at least two switches forming the code-edge switch configuration" 
(Tech Note; page 23, Fig. 17 and Trunking Group discussed on page 22 to include 
using "a simple algorithm to optimally distribute frames across a set of available paths 
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that link two adjacent switches") to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available 
ISLs while preserving in-order delivery {Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to implement the Tech Note's teaching into Valdevit's to arrive the claimed 
invention with a motivation to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available ISLs 
while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Regarding claim 2, in addition to features recited in base claim 1 (see rationales 
discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said process 
comprises a pseudo-random process (see Valdevit; Fig. 6; block 606 or Abstract). 

Regarding claim 3, in addition to features recited in base claim 2 (see rationales 
discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein applying said 
pseudo-random process comprises applying a hash function (see Valdevit; Fig. 6; block 
606 or Abstract). 

Regarding claim 6, in addition to features recited in base claim 3 (see rationales 
discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said hash 
function is applied to possible routes through the core-edge switch configuration to 
balance the flow of frames through the core-edge switch configuration to an external 
exit port of said configuration (see Valdevit; Fig. 6; block 608 and paragraph [0063] and 
Abstract and Tech Note; Fig. 17). 

Regarding claim 19, in addition to features recited in base claim 1 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses using odd 
numbers of hash function to select routes 352, 344 and 356 and even numbers of hash 
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function to select routes 354, 346 and 358. It is obvious to those skilled in the art that 
the numbers of the hash function could be considered as a weight in route selection or it 
is obvious, in addition to using hash function's numbers, to use weight in preferential 
treatment of route selection to provide a fair selection. 

Regarding claim 29, in addition to features recited in base claim 1 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
route is selected based at least in part on a source tag and/or a destination tag added to 
said frame after said frame enters a switch of the core-edge switch configuration (Note: 
Source and destination tags are discussed at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter of the 
Valdevit), 

Regarding claim 30, in addition to features recited in base claim 29 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
source tag and/or said destination tag is stripped off said frame before said frame exits 
the core-edge switch configuration (Note: Adding and removing source and destination 
tags are discussed at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter of the Valdevit). 

Regarding claim 32, in addition to features recited in base claim 1 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
switches of said configuration comprise Fibre Channel compliant switches (see Valdevit; 
Fig. 2 and description of fibre channel compliant switches is discussed in the 
background and thereinafter). 
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(Note: Claims 33-35, 38, 51, 61-62 and 64 call for an apparatus having limitations mirrored 
method steps of claims 1-9 and 29-32. Thus, they are rejected by the same rationales discussed above 
and as below) 

Regarding claim 33, in accordance with Valdevit reference entirety, Valdevit 
shows a switch fabric (Fig. 1; 110) comprising: at least a first switch and a second 
switch (Fig. 2; 210-3,2 and 210-2,3 to 210-3,4), said first and said second switch being 
communicatively coupled (Fig. 2; 230 and 240)\ said first switch (Fig. 4) including at 
least two core switches; at least two edges switches coupled to said at least two core 
switches so that a flow of frames is from a first edge switch to a core switch to a second 
edge switch to develop a core-edge switch configuration (see Fig. 2 for connection 
details and the accompanied description of fabric 110 large number of switches)] said 
first switch selects a route for a frame of said flow of frames from an edge-switch to a 
core switch to reduce frame traffic congestion in a core-edge switch configuration (Fig. 4 
and paragraphs [0052] to [0054] or Fig. 6; blocks 604-610 and paragraph [0063] and 
thereinafter). It appears that Valdevit may not explicitly teach "to select a route through 
at least two switches forming the code-edge switch configuration. 11 However, such 
limitation lacks thereof from Valdevit reference is well known and taught by the Tech 
Note. 

In an analogous art, the Tech Note teach inter-switch link (ISL) trunking (see 
Tech Note; page 3, Introduction), comprising, among other things, the limitation of "to 
select a route through at least two switches forming the code-edge switch configuration" 
(Tech Note; page 23, Fig. 17 and Trunking Group discussed on page 22 to include 
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using "a simple algorithm to optimally distribute frames across a set of available paths 
that link two adjacent switches") to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available 
ISLs while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to implement the Tech Note's teaching into Valdevit' s to arrive the claimed 
invention with a motivation to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available ISLs 
while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Regarding claim 34 in addition to features recited in base claim 33 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic pseudo-randomly selects a route for a frame of said flow of frames 
(Valdevit; Fig. 4 and paragraphs [0052] to [0054]). 

Regarding claim 35 in addition to features recited in base claim 34 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic pseudo-randomly selects said route by applying a hash function (Valdevit; 
Fig. 6; block 608 and paragraph [0063] and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 38 in addition to features recited in base claim 35 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic applies said hash function to possible routes through said core-edge switch 
configuration to balance the flow of frames through said core-edge switch configuration 
to an external exit port of said core-edge switch configuration (see Fig. 6; block 608 and 
paragraph [0063] and Abstract). 
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Regarding claim 51, in addition to features recited in base claim 33 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses using odd 
numbers of hash function to select routes 352, 344 and 356 and even numbers of hash 
function to select routes 354, 346 and 358. It is obvious to those skilled in the art that 
the numbers of the hash function could be considered as a weight in route selection or it 
is obvious, in addition to using hash function's numbers, to use weight in preferential 
treatment of route selection to provide a fair selection. 

Regarding claim 61 in addition to features recited in base claim 33 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic selects said route based at least in part on a source tag and/or a 
destination tag added to said frame after said frame enters a switch of said core-edge 
switch configuration (Note: Source and destination tags are discussed at paragraph 
[0063] and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 62 in addition to features recited in base claim 61 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
first switch strips said source tag and/or said destination tag off said frame before said 
frame exits said first switch (Note: Adding and removing source and destination tags 
are discussed beginning at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter in Valdevit reference). 

Regarding claim 64 in addition to features recited in base claim 62 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
first switch comprises a Fibre Channel compliant switch (see Valdevit; Fig. 2 and 
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description of fibre channel compliant switches is discussed in the background and 
thereinafter). 

(Note: The remaining claims call for an apparatus/methods having limitations variously relate to the 
above rejected claims. Thus, they are rejected by the same rationales discussed above and as below) 

Regarding claim 65, in accordance with Valdevit reference entirety, Valdevit 
shows an apparatus (Fig. 1; 110) comprising: a switch (Fig. 2; 210 or Fig. 4), said switch 
(Fig. 4) including: at least two core switches; at least two edges switches coupled to 
said at least two core switches so that a flow of frames is from a first edge switch to a 
core switch to a second edge switch to develop a core-edge switch configuration (see 
Fig. 2 for connection details and the accompanied description of fabric 110 large 
number of switches)] said first switch selects a route for a frame of said flow of frames 
from an edge-switch to a core switch to reduce frame traffic congestion in a core-edge 
switch configuration (Fig. 4 and paragraphs [0052] to [0054] or Fig. 6; blocks 604-610 
and paragraph [0063] and thereinafter). It appears that Valdevit may not explicitly teach 
"selecting a route through at least two switches forming the code-edge switch 
configuration." However, such limitation lacks thereof from Valdevit reference is well 
known and taught by the Tech Note. 

In an analogous art, the Tech Note teach inter-switch link (ISL) trunking (see 
Tech Note; page 3, Introduction), comprising, among other things, the limitation of 
"selecting a route through at least two switches forming the code-edge switch 
configuration" (Tech Note; page 23, Fig. 17 and Trunking Group discussed on page 22 
to include using "a simple algorithm to optimally distribute frames across a set of 
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available paths that link two adjacent switches") to enable traffic to be optimally shared 
across available ISLs while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, 
Introduction). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to implement the Tech Note's teaching into Valdevit' s to arrive the claimed 
invention with a motivation to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available ISLs 
while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Regarding claim 66 in addition to features recited in base claim 65 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic pseudo-randomly selects a route for said frame of said flow of frames (see 
Valdevit; Fig. 6; block 606 or Abstract). 

Regarding claim 67 in addition to features recited in base claim 666 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic applies said hash function (see Valdevit; Fig. 6; blocks 606-610 or 
Abstract). 

Regarding claim 70 in addition to features recited in base claim 67 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic applies said hash function to possible routes through said cored-edge 
switch configuration to balance the flow of frames through said cored-edge switch 
configuration to an external exit port of said configuration (see Valdevit; Fig. 6; blocks 
606-610 or Abstract). 
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Regarding claim 83, in addition to features recited in base claim 65 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses using odd 
numbers of hash function to select routes 352, 344 and 356 and even numbers of hash 
function to select routes 354, 346 and 358. It is obvious to those skilled in the art that 
the numbers of the hash function could be considered as a weight in route selection or it 
is obvious, in addition to using hash function's numbers, to use weight in preferential 
treatment of route selection to provide a fair selection. 

Regarding claim 93 in addition to features recited in base claim 65 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic selects said route based at least in part on a source tag and/or a 
destination tag added to said frame after said frame enters a switch of said core-edge 
switch configuration (Note: Source and destination tags are discussed beginning at 
paragraph [0063] and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 94 in addition to features recited in base claim 93 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
switch strips said source tag and/or said destination tag off said frame before said frame 
exits said score-edge witch configuration (Note: Adding and removing source and 
destination tags are discussed beginning at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter in 
Valdevit reference). 

Regarding claim 95 in addition to features recited in base claim 65 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
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switch comprises a Fibre Channel compliant switch (see Fig. 2 and description of fibre 
channel compliant switches is discussed in the background and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 97, in accordance with Valdevit reference entirety, Valdevit 
shows a network (Fig. 2) comprising: a host (Fig. 2 depicts details of switch fabric 
having a host (source or destination))] a physical storage unit (Fig. 2 depicts details of 
switch fabric connecting to other elements to include storage unit 136)] a first switch 
(210-3,2) (see Fig. 2 for connection details) communicatively coupled (230 and 240) to 
said host (source or destination) and said physical storage unit (136) (see Fig. 2 for 
connection details); said first switch including: at least two core switches; at least two 
edges switches coupled to said at least two core switches so that a flow of frames is 
from a first edge switch to a core switch to a second edge switch to develop a core- 
edge switch configuration (see Fig. 2 for connection details and the accompanied 
description of fabric 110 large number of switches)] said first switch selects a route for a 
frame of said flow of frames from an edge-switch to a core switch to reduce frame traffic 
congestion in a core-edge switch configuration (Fig. 4 and paragraphs [0052] to [0054] 
or Fig. 6; blocks 604-610 and paragraph [0063] and thereinafter). It appears that 
Valdevit may not explicitly teach "selecting a route through at least two switches forming 
the code-edge switch configuration. 11 However, such limitation lacks thereof from 
Valdevit reference is well known and taught by the Tech Note. 

In an analogous art, the Tech Note teach inter-switch link (ISL) trunking (see 
Tech Note; page 3, Introduction), comprising, among other things, the limitation of 
"selecting a route through at least two switches forming the code-edge switch 
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configuration" (Tech Note; page 23, Fig. 17 and Trunking Group discussed on page 22 
to include using "a simple algorithm to optimally distribute frames across a set of 
available paths that link two adjacent switches") to enable traffic to be optimally shared 
across available ISLs while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, 
Introduction). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to implement the Tech Note's teaching into Valdevit's to arrive the claimed 
invention with a motivation to enable traffic to be optimally shared across available ISLs 
while preserving in-order delivery (Tech Note; page 3, Introduction). 

Regarding claim 98 in addition to features recited in base claim 97 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic pseudo-randomly selects said route for said frame of said flow of frames 
(see Valdevit; paragraph [0055] and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 99 in addition to features recited in base claim 98 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic pseudo-randomly selects said route by applying a hash function (see 
Valdevit; paragraph [0063] and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 102 in addition to features recited in base claim 99 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic applies said hash function to possible routes through said core-edge switch 
configuration to balance the flow of frames through said core-edge switch configuration 
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to an external exit port of said core-edge switch configuration (see paragraph [0063] 
and thereinafter). 

Regarding claim 114, in addition to features recited in base claim 97 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses using odd 
numbers of hash function to select routes 352, 344 and 356 and even numbers of hash 
function to select routes 354, 346 and 358. It is obvious to those skilled in the art that 
the numbers of the hash function could be considered as a weight in route selection or it 
is obvious, in addition to using hash function's numbers, to use weight in preferential 
treatment of route selection to provide a fair selection. 

Regarding claim 124 in addition to features recited in base claim 97 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
routing logic selects said route based at least in part on a source tag and/or a 
destination tag added to said frame after said frame enters a switch of said core-edge 
switch configuration (Note: Adding and removing source and destination tags are 
discussed beginning at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter in Valdevit reference). 

Regarding claim 125 in addition to features recited in base claim 97 (see 
rationales discussed above), Valdevit in view of Tech Note also discloses wherein said 
switch strips said source tag and/or said destination tag off said frame before said frame 
exits said first switch (Note: Adding and removing source and destination tags are 
discussed beginning at paragraph [0063] and thereinafter in Valdevit reference). 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 6, 19-20, 29-30, 32-35, 38, 51-52, 
61-62, 64-67, 70, 83-83, 93-95, 97-99, 102, 114-115 and 124-125 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Krakirian et al (USP 7, 1 20,728). 
Luke et al (USP 6,985,956). 
Soloway et al (USP 6,532,212). 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frank Duong whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3164. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00AM-3:30PM, Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynn D. Feild can be reached on 571-272-2092. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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